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enumeration must certainly have hampered trade con-
siderably; the volume of export trade must inevitably have
been diminished by the prohibition of direct trade with the
Continent;1 the cost of imports must have been increased
by the duties levied in England, and the restrictions upon
colonial manufactures must have had some effect. These
regulations affected chiefly those tropical goods which
England herself could not produce, but which were produced
for her by the southern colonies of America: the colonies,
in fact, which took least part in the Revolution against
England.
On the other hand, in practice the system was somewhat ^e h£U-d" ed
less oppressive than would at first appear. There were upon the
" drawbacks " on goods shipped into England and then
withdrawn for foreign consumption: there were drawbacks
of as much as 50 per cent, on goods imported via England.
Further, there was a certain amount of evasion, especially
of the Molasses Act, about which considerable difference
of opinion exists.2 Further, though laws were passed
suppressing colonial manufactures, even after the middle
of the eighteenth century this can hardly have been a
serious cause of unrest, for there was little manufacture in the
colonies owing to shortage of capital and the ability of the
commercial and fishing interests to absorb such capital as
was available. If England appeared a strict mother to her
colonies, she wore in some instances at least the appearance
of goodwill: British tobacco-growing was with difficulty
suppressed, so that the colonies should have a monopoly of
the tobacco trade: bounties were placed on colonial naval
stores, iron and other products, though, with little effect.
Finally, if England was anxious to retain the monopoly
of colonial trade, the colonies were scarcely less anxious
to grant it. The colonies needed capital for trading: It
1	For example, had direct export of sugar from the West Indies
to Holland been allowed, profits would have Increased by as much
as 16 to 50 per cent.    Pitman, DeveL of West Indies, 1700-63, p. 181.
2	As to the actual extent of the evasion there is considerable
diversity of opinion.    Compare Keith, Constit. Hist, of First Brit.
Emp't p. 341, with Camb. Hist, of Brit. Emp,t vol. i., p. 644,    See
also Beer, Old Colon. System, pp. 282-8.    Pitman, Development of
West Indies, 1700-63.

